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FILE: B-2 18277 .2  DATE: May 1 5 ,  1985 

MATTER OF: Unico, 1nc.--Reconsideration 

DIOEQT: 

1 .  Protest is dismissed as academic where 
agency has provided relief requested by 
protester . 

2. Protest against cost of providing 
equipment demonstration which was 
requestea by protester is untimely when 
filed more than 10 days after protester's 
request for demonstration was granted by 
agency . 

Unico, Inc., protests the award of a contract for word 
processing equipment to N B I  Corporation under request for 
proposals (HFP)  No. F41&00-84-K7130 issued by the Air 
Force. Unico originally protested to our Office that the 
Compucorp equipment which it offered was improperly relected 
by the Air Force for failure to meet tne RFP specifica- 
tions. By letter dated March 6 ,  1 9 6 5 ,  Unico withdrew this 
protest as the Air Force had agreed to permit Unico to 
demonstrate its proposed equipment in order co ascertain 
whether it met all the specifications contained in the RFP. 

By letter dated March 2 9 ,  Unico asked our Office to 
reinstitute its protest on the grounds that it was misled by 
tne Air Force, which would not permit it to demonstrate that 
the equipment it was offering meets the RFP specifications. 
The Air Force responded that the contracting officer 
specifically offered to allow Unico to aemonstrate the 
equipment offered on March 1 9 ,  but that Unico advised that 
the equipment was unavailable ana offered to demonstrate 
equipment other than that proposed. The Air Force declined 
this offer, but states that it remains willing to view a 
demonstration of the equipment which Unico actually 
proposed. 

Unico now states that it will purchase the proposed 
equipment and provide it for testing when it arrives. 
Accordingly, this aspect of the protest is academic since 
'the Air Force has agreed to provide the relief which is 
souqnt by Unico. Alan Scott Industries, B-217190, Dec. 18,  
1984 ,  84-2 C.P.D. 11 6 8 1 .  
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I n  i t s  comments o n  t h e  a g e n c y  report, U n i c o  raises f o r  
the f i r s t  t i m e  t h a t  i t  m u s t  bear u n d u e  e x p e n s e s  t o  p r o v e  
t h a t  i ts  e q u i p m e n t  meets t h e  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s .  P r e s u m a b l y ,  
t h i s  r e f e r s  t o  n a v i n g  t o  a c q u i r e  t h e  e q u i p m e n t  i n  o r d e r  to  
p r o v i d e  t h e  d e m o n s t r a t - i o n .  I n  view of t h e  f ac t  t h a t  i t  was 
U n i c o  which  r e q u e s t e d  t h e  d e m o n s t r a t i o n ,  w e  do n o t  b e l i e v e  
t h a t  t h i s  p r o v i d e s  a l e g i t i m a t e  basis f o r  pro tes t .  I n  
a d d i t i o n ,  s i n c e  U n i c o  a g r e e d  t o  w i t h d r a w  i t s  i n i t i a l  p r o t e s t  
on March 6 i n  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of b e i n g  p e r m i t t e d  t o  p r o v i d e  
s u c h  a d e m o n s t r a t i o n  a n d  a i d  n o t  ob jec t  t o  t h e  e x p e n s e  u n t i l  
i t s  comments were f l i e d  i n  o u r  O f f i c e  o n  A p r i l  29, more t h a n  
10 d a y s  t h e r e a f t e r ,  t h i s  aspect of t h e  p ro t e s t  is u n t i m e l y  
u n a e r  o u r  B i d  P r o t e s t  R e g u l a t i o n s ,  4 C.F.H.  S 2 1 . 2 ( a ) ( 2 )  
( 1 9 8 5 ) .  
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W e  d i smis s  the protes t .  

Depu ty  Associate [ 
G e n e r a l  C o u n s e l  




